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BE | T REMEMBERED t hat on Thursday, March 28,
2002, commencing at the hour of 9:35 a.m, thereof, at
the State Capitol, Room 126, Sacramento, California,
before ne, DANIEL P. FELDHAUS, CSR #6949, RDR and CRR,
the foll ow ng proceedi ngs were hel d:
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ACTI NG CHAIR SHERWOOD: It is 9:35. W call
this nmeeting of the Comm ssion on State Mandates to
order.

Paul a, woul d you please call the roll?

M5. HHGASHI : M. Harrigan?

MEMBER HARRI GAN:  Here.

M5. HGASH : M. Lazar?

MEMBER LAZAR:  Here.

M5. HHGASHI : M. Smith?

MEMBER SMTH. Cal Smth for Ti m Gage.

M5. HHGASHI : Ms. Steinneier?

MEMBER STEI NVEI ER: Here.

M5. HHGASHI : Ms. WIIlians?

MEMBER W LLI AMS:  Here.

M5. HHGASHI : M. Sherwood?

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Her e.

M5. HHGASHI: The first itemis Item 1, adoption
of the mnutes for the |ast neeting.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Has everyone had a



chance to read the m nutes?

Are there corrections, deletions, additions?

Can we have a notion, please?

MEMBER STEI NVEI ER: Move approval, please.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCOD:  We have a notion. Do we
have a second?

MEMBER W LLI AMS:  Second.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD: W have a notion and a
second.

Al'l those in favor?

(A chorus of "ayes" was heard.)

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Qpposed?

MEMBER SM TH:  Abst ai n.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: The notion passes.

M5. HHGASHI: The proposed consent cal endar
consists of Item2, which is a Proposed Statenent of
Decision; and this is on the Community College District
test clainms that were heard | ast nonth.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you, Paul a.

Does anyone wish to cone forward on this consent
item or do we have any questions fromthe Board?

MEMBER HARRI GAN:  |'I | nove.

MEMBER LAZAR:  Second.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD: W have a second.

All those in favor?
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(A chorus of "ayes" was heard.)

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Qpposed?

The consent itemis approved.

M5. HGASHI: |1'd just like to note, for
pur poses of the record, that the Departnent of Finance
had gi ven nme one suggested change for the renai nder of
that test claim which won't be on the agenda until the
May hearing. So for purposes of the May hearing, we'll
be making that correction; but it's not part of this
agenda item

ACTI NG CHAIR SHERWOOD: It's not pertaining to
this issue today on consent?

M5. HHGASHI : Correct. But it is set for the
May hearing; and we'll make that correction.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: That is very good, since
we' ve al ready voted.

MEMBER STEI NMVEIER:  We're too fast.

M5. HHGASHI: But it was for the May item

ACTI NG CHAIR SHERWOOD: Did we nove too quickly
for you?

M5. HGASHI: No, it was for the May itemthat
he had given ne the correction.

This brings us to Item 3, the Proposed
Paranet ers and Gui del i nes on Open Meetings Act, Brown Act

Reform This itemw || be presented by Shirley Opie,
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Assi stant Executive Director.

M5. OPIE: Thank you.

Good nor ni ng.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Good nor ni ng.

M5. OPIE: This itemis the Proposed Paraneters
and Guidelines for the Brown Act Reformtest claim

Eligible claimants that incurred increased
costs for preparing and posting an agenda, i ncl uding
cl osed-session itens for the new types of |egislative
bodi es added by Brown Act Reform can claimrei nbursenent
begi nni ng January 1st, 1994, which is the effective date
of the test claimstatutes.

Eligible claimants that incurred increased costs
to apply to the cl osed-session requirenents of Brown Act
Reform specifically, to disclose in an open neeting
prior to holding any cl osed session, each itemto be
di scussed in the closed session; to reconvene in open
session prior to adjournnment and report the actions and
votes taken in closed session; and to provide copi es of
cl osed-sessi on docunents and cl ai mrei nbur senent
begi nni ng January 1, 1994.

Eligible claimants w |l have three options for
cl ai m ng rei nbursenent for the costs of preparing and
posting an agenda, including the closed session itens.

Those are actual tinme; standard tine, which is a set
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anount per agenda item that's based on the type of
claimant; or three, a flat rate per neeting.

The basis for the standard tines and the flat
rate were established in anmendnents to the Open Meeti ngs
Act Paraneters and CGui delines that were adopted by the
Conmi ssion | ast Novenber, in Novenber 2000.

Only one rei nbursenent option can be sel ected
for each type of neeting during a fiscal year, for
claimng costs incurred for agenda prep and posting.

Eligible claimants nmust claimactual costs
incurred for subsequent reporting of actions taken in
cl osed session, providing the copies of the docunents
that were approved or adopted, and training, regardless
of the reinbursement option that they choose to claim
costs for agenda preparation and posting.

Begi nning wth the annual reinbursenent clains
filed for 2001-2002 fiscal year costs, all claimants w ||
claimcosts for all reinbursable activities for Open
Meeti ngs Act and Brown Act Reform under these Paraneters
and Guidelines. Until that tinme, however, reinbursenent
for Open Meetings Act nust be clained under that program
as prescribed in the State Controller's claimng
i nstructions.

Based on the evidence in the record, staff

i ncl uded ongoing training as a reinbursable activity
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because it constitutes a reasonabl e nethod of conplying
with the mandated activities. However, it is limted to
training the nenbers of only those | egislative bodies
that hold those cl osed sessions; and further, to the
activities related to cl osed-session requirenents.

Staff is proposing sone clarifying changes that
are listed on the errata sheet. It's the pink sheet that
you have for this item

These changes do three things:

One, they clarify that the | egislative bodies
that were previously subject to the requirenents to
prepare and post an agenda can cl ai mrei nbursenent for
preparing cl osed-session itens. However, they can only
use the actual costs or the standard tine reinbursenent
met hodol ogy.

Secondly, the proposed changes clarify that the
flat rate includes all costs for preparing and posting an
agenda, including closed-session agenda itens. Cainmants
that filed rei nmbursenent clains under Open Meetings Act
using the flat rate cannot file another reinbursenent
claimusing the flat rate for agenda preparation of the
cl osed-session itens.

And third, cross-references to the provisions
related to training are added to clarify that if the

training that is provided is broader than Brown Act
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Ref or m cl osed-sessi on requirenents, only the pro rata
portion of the training is reinbursable. A technical
change is al so proposed to correct a code section
reference.

Staff recomends that the Conmm ssion adopt the
claimant's proposed paraneters and gui delines, as
nodi fied by staff, which began on page 13.

Staff al so recommends that the Conm ssion
aut horize staff to make any nonsubstantive, technical
credentials to the Paraneters and Guidelines, follow ng
t he heari ng.

WIIl the parties please stated your nanes for
the record?

M5. STONE: Good norning, |adies and gentlenen
of the Comm ssion. Pam Stone on behalf of the Cty of
Newport Beach.

MR. EVERROAD: G en Everroad, City of Newport
Beach.

MR. PAULIN: Matt Paulin, Departnent of Finance.

M5. BRUMMELS: G nny Brummel s, State
Controller's Ofice.

MR. SILVA: Shawn Silva, State Controller's
of fice.

MS. GEANACOU. Good norning. Susan Geanhacou,

Depart ment of Fi nance.
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ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD:  Thank you.

| think we'll follow our normal process and
we'll ask the clainmants to address the Board, and then
we'll nove to the Departnent of Finance and State

Controller's Ofice.

M5. STONE: Thank you very nmuch, M. Chairman.

First of all, we'd Iike to thank the staff for
their incredible amunt of effort and tinme that has gone
into this. It has not been easy, going through sone of
the pernmutations; and we do concur that the only way one
can obtain reinmbursenent for closed-session itens is
using actual time or standard tines; and that if one uses
the flat rate, it is assunmed to enconpass al
cl osed-session itens as well as reporting out. And that
is extrenely clear.

The only difference of opinion that we have with
staff is concerning the training conponent. W believe
that the training conponent has been unfairly limted to

just training on closed-session itens. And this is the

reason. As you will see fromyour Paraneters and
GQuidelines -- and we're working off of so nmany different
copies of this, I can't tell you which portion -- but

what it discusses is that, comrenci ng January 1, 1994,
t he anmendnents to the Brown Act brought into the

requi renents of the Open Meetings Act a substanti al
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nunber of advisory boards and commi ssions that previously
were not subject to it, to the Brown Act, or it was
uncl ear as to whether or not they actually fell within
the paraneters of the Brown Act.

| hate to go back to ancient history, but back
when the Brown Act Reform was passed, | was working for
Fresno County, in the County Counsel's office, and
honestly, | can't renenber if | was a senior or chief
deputy, because | received a pronotion during that period
of time. But it was ny responsibility to go out and
provide training to those advisory boards that previously
had not been subject to the Brown Act. | renenber that
two of the boards that | had to do, anobngst others, were
the Mental Health Advisory Board, as well as the Drug and
Al cohol Advisory Board that had been created by state
statute.

| renmenber trying to inpress upon one gentleman,
who was enpl oyed in education and was working on a | aw
degree, that the only way you could discuss sonething is
if it was on the agenda; and if you wanted to di scuss
sonet hing, you had to, in fact, direct staff to place it
on the agenda or you could not discuss it.

Furthernore, that, obviously, since 1986 there's
been an opportunity for public cormment; and a | ot of

times, the public will come up and make a point. But,
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obvi ously, your board or conm ssion cannot nake any

di scussion of that fact unless it has been agendi zed.
And the nost that staff could do -- or the Board could
do would be to prefer it to staff, to have it set on a
future agenda.

So al though what we're requesting is to expand
it to those advisory boards and comm ssions for training
that were not previously required to do so.

| know there is some concern regardi ng costs.
General ly speaking, a lot of the nmenbers of these
advi sory boards and comm ssions are vol unteer positions.

And, therefore, there would be no costs for the
vol unt eers because they're not in paid positions. Wat
it would be is basically the tine of the trainer, who
had to go prepare materials for this particular board or
comm ssion, and tell these volunteers that, "Yes, you
can do this. The Brown Act says you can,” or, "No, you
can't do this. The Brown Act says you can't."

And, you know, it was a substantial endeavor
during 1994 to explain to individuals that it's not a
nmet hod of not being able to acconplish what you want, but
being able to set it in such a manner that you can, in
fact, have a discussion and action itens, as long as it's
properly agendi zed.

So in that respect, we're requesting that the

18



claimant's original term nology with respect to training,
whi ch woul d i ncl ude advi sory boards and conm ssi ons which
were not previously subject to the Brown Act, enconpassed
Wi thin the purview of training.

Thank you very much

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

M. Everroad, did you wish to nmake a comment ?

MR. EVERROAD: |, too, would like to thank staff
for their efforts in working through this conplex claim
and just echo the opinion of Pam Stone that training is a
significant conponent in conpliance with this Brown Act
and Qpen Meetings Act requirenent; and we'd urge the
menbers to consider our situation. W have these costs,
and we think that, appropriately, they should be
rei mbur sed.

Thank you.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

Mat t ?

MR. PAULIN: Matt Paulin, Departnent of Finance.

We are opposed to inclusion of the training
based on the fact that it wasn't included in the staff's
Statement of Decision or the Conm ssion's Statenent of
Decision. So that was our grounds for opposition to
i nclusion of the training.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD:  Thank you.
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Shawn?

MR. SILVA: The Controller's office is in
agreenent with the staff analysis. And our position on
the training would essentially be the sane as Fi nance,
that it would be goi ng beyond what was provided in the
St at ement of Deci sion.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

Wul d staff wish to make any coments to Panf?

M5. SHELTON. Just a couple of conments on the
training, and I think Shirley wants to nake a clarifying
conmment .

Wth regard to the nenber training requested by
the claimants, they have requested training the entire
menbership of the body on the entire Brown Act. The
entire Brown Act has never been the subject of the test
claim The test claimis just limted to five code
sections, and there's only a Statenent of Decision on
five code sections. So providing training on the entire
Brown Act woul d be goi ng beyond the scope of this
Comm ssion's Statenent of Decision.

Al so, a |lot of those provisions were enacted
originally in 1953, so they may not even qualify for a
rei mbursement under Article XIll, Section 6, in the first
pl ace.

Finally, the |ast reason we did not recomrend
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training on the activities of preparing and posting the
agenda i s because those activities are perfornmed by staff
menbers, generally, and not by nenbers of the Board.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

Board Menbers, any questions?

MS. SHELTON: One nore. There was one nore,
too. The Comm ssion is not precluded fromhaving a
ruling on a training issue at the PPs and G s phase even
though it is not in the Statenent of Decision.
Training, the Comm ssion does have authority to include
activities in the Parameters and Cuidelines that are
reasonably related to a mandated activity, so you can go
beyond those activities listed in the Statenent of
Deci si on.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Thank you. | think the
i ssue we've heard this norning have been addressed in the
mat eri al brought before us, so | believe all the nenbers
have the pros and cons on these issues.

MEMBER LAZAR: | would just like to ask the
claimants the response to --

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD:  Yes.

M5. STONE: |I'msorry, | didn't --

MEMBER LAZAR: | just wanted to ask for a
response to |l egal counsel's response to your statenent.

M5. STONE: | would agree that our original
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request was for all of the training on the Brown Act.

At this point in time what we're asking for is training
to those boards and comm ssions this were brought under
the Brown Act in 1994. And that is because these

i ndi vi dual s previously were not subject to it, and they
now have to post an agenda and they have to prepare the
agenda.

And, yes, we are aware that staff generally
prepares an agenda; but | have al so unfortunately
participated in nore agenda preparation neetings than |
care to relate in nmy history; and it is not uncomon for
board nmenbers to raise issues that they wish to have
addressed; because unless staff places it on the agenda,

your board or comm ssion is precluded from di scussing the

item And so the board and conm ssi on nenbers need to be

aware that if they have an issue that needs to be
di scussed, it needs to not only be on the agenda, but the
term nol ogy needs to be appropriate, such that the action
desired by the board or comm ssion can actually be taken.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  John, any further
guestions?

MEMBER LAZAR: No, thank you.

Go ahead, it's your turn, John.

MEMBER HARRI GAN: | was going to say --

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD: M. Harrigan?
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MEMBER HARRI GAN: Cami|le, do you have any
response to that? | nean, they're narrowing it. [If |
heard what you were saying, you were concerned about
goi ng back to the beginning of the Brown Act, back in the
1950' s.

M5. SHELTON:. Well, I'mnot sure that they have
narrowed it because they're still requesting
rei mbursenent for training the new nenbers on the Brown
Act, and there has not been a Conm ssion decision on the
Brown Act.

One thing, if you did decide to give training on
those two activities, which are really just limted to
prepari ng and posting an agenda, the old PPs and G s for
the Open Meetings Act does not include a reinbursable
conponent for training. So the old |egislative bodies
are not getting reinbursed for training but the new ones
woul d be, which could be seen as inconsistent.

MEMBER HARRI GAN. Thank you.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

MEMBER SM TH: | have a question to the staff.
On your coment that the Board is not prohibited on
considering an issue |like training that's not addressed
in the Statenent of Decision, has that occurred on a
regul ar basis in the past --

M5. SHELTON: Yes.
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MEMBER SM TH:  So historically, this has not
happened? This is not precedent-setting?

M5. SHELTON:. That's correct, and training has
been approved by the Comm ssion at the Paraneters and
GQui del i nes phase.

MEMBER SM TH.  And one follow up, a very quick
guestion on the last discussion: The issue -- as a
novice to this, aml reading it correctly that the issue
of going back, potentially addressing issues that were
not initially a part of this, opens up the entire Brown
Act, which is nore appropriately a part of a different
subm ssion or clain®

M5. SHELTON: No. | think that woul d be too
broad. It's limted in scope at this phase. | nmean, at
the test claimphase, there has to be ruling on the
activities that are expressly required by the test claim
statutes. Those are the activities that the Legislature
has adopt ed and enact ed.

Al'l the Conm ssion can do at the Paraneters and
Qui del i nes phase is to include activities that are
reasonably related to those expressly required activities
in the statute.

So if, for exanple, sonebody was requesting
rei mbursenent on a part of the Brown Act which has never

cone before the Conmi ssion, which is included in the
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statute, that would go beyond the Conm ssion's Statenent
of Decision, in that case.

MEMBER LAZAR: So, in your opinion, there's no
way to fix it, to accomodate what the claimant is
requesti ng?

M5. SHELTON: It would have to be limted.
| nean, to request reinbursenent on the entire -- for
training on the entire Brown Act woul d go beyond the
scope. | don't know how -- | guess the only way, if you
wanted to give themtraining, would be to only limt
training to those reinbursable activities in the
Statenent of Decision and that's sinply preparing or
posting the agenda, which, as | nentioned earlier, staff
routinely does those activities.

MEMBER LAZAR: What's the claimant's feeling
about that?

M5. STONE: The clainmant believes that for those
bodi es that canme under in January 1 of 1994, it was very
i ncunbent that they be trained on the issue of the agenda
itself. And there's a real reason for that.

| believe that all of you -- and | apol ogi ze,

M. Smth, because we went through this at the original
test claimhearing -- the problens, if you violate the
Brown Act, is that any action that was taken by the board

or conmmi ssion is voidable, which can result in a
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substantial anmount of liability to the board or
comm ssion, sonetines to the nenbers individually, as
well as to the public entity.

So when you were tal king about training on the
agenda, not only are you tal king about training on the
fact that you can only discuss that which is agendi zed,
but also that you can only take that action which is on
t he agenda, and also the penalties for failure to conply.

This really is the heart of the Brown Act, when
you cone right down to -- the heart of the Brown Act
bei ng the appropriate agendi zing, the fact that you have
to allow public nenbers to speak, and the proper
met hodol ogy for addressing itens in closed session; and
that if there is no authority for handling sonething in
cl osed session, you cannot go there.

And so this is what we believe, that if there is
training to the new boards and commr ssi ons on
rei nbursable activities and the consequences for
violation, we'd be extrenely satisfied. And it could be
pror at ed.

MEMBER STEI NMEI ER: Can | say sonet hi ng?

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD:  Joann?

MEMBER STEI NMVEI ER: | woul d support that.

It isalittle unfortunate that we didn't | ook at

training the staff with those boards because t hose people
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on a regul ar basis advise them Perhaps through the
training process of the board nenbers, though, the staff
ei ther woul d be present and a part of that so that
they're all hearing the sane thing, at the sane tine.
There are horror stories out there of school boards and
city councils who have gone afoul of this |law, and

hi storically, no one ever went after them But district
attorneys are now starting to take this seriously. And
certainly in L. A County, there have been people actually
sentenced to Brown Act school, and publicly ridiculed for
violating the Brown Act.

So | think it is a serious matter. And | would
support the idea of adding that narrow addition of
training menbers on the proper agendi zing of an item and
how t hose actions have to be displayed on an agenda in
order to be able to take that action at that particul ar
neeting. | do support that idea.

MEMBER LAZAR: Woul d you make that a notion?

MEMBER STEI NMVEIER:  Yes, 'l nove that.

MEMBER LAZAR: 1'll second it.

MS. SHELTON: Can | --

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Sur e.

MEMBER STEI NVEIER: A clarification. | knew
that was comng, Camlle

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERAMOCOD: And also if we coul d
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take any further conment fromthe Board before we vote on
t hat .

M5. SHELTON:. Are you tal king about then
training just for the new | egislative bodies --

MEMBER STEI NVEI ER: Yes.

M5. SHELTON. -- that's becone subject to the
Brown Act which are identified on page 27, the first
three bullets?

MEMBER STEI NMVEI ER. Let ne doubl e-check that.

| believe that's what Ms. Stone is asking.

M5. STONE: Yes, it is.

MEMBER STEI NVEI ER: Yes.

M5. SHELTON:. And also, is your notion for
one-tinme or ongoing training?

MEMBER STEI NMVEI ER: Wel |, obviously, there is an
initial training. And then for new nenbers to these
bodi es, there would be additional training. And | think
sonmewhere we tal ked about that, new nenbers, on sone
other itens -- new nenbers that need to be trained.

M5. SHELTON: Because the recommendation at this
point, as far as closed-session training, the staff has
recommended ongoing training for that.

MEMBER STEI NMEI ER: To be consi stent, ongoing
makes sense; is that what you're saying, Caml| e?

M5. SHELTON. It would be up to the Comm ssion.
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MEMBER STEINMVEIER:  Well, let's say "ongoi ng"
then, to be consistent with the other. |If you have a | ot
of different ones, it gets very confusing for the
Controller's office, as well as the claimnts.

M5. GEANACOU: Excuse ne, if the Chair will so
permt ne, may | still make a comrent on behal f of
Fi nance, pl ease?

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Definitely. | thought
what we mght do first is go to the Board nenbers --

M5. GEANACOU: Very wel |.

ACTI NG CHAIR SHERWOOD: -- and then we'll very
definitely conme back to you.

M5. GEANACOQU: Thank you.

MEMBER STEINVEIER:  So that's what it is,
"ongoi ng. "

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD:  Board Menbers? John?

MEMBER HARRI GAN:  Thank you.

If we accepted this notion, is it something that
the adm nistrative bodies can interpret and follow? |'m
addressing the Controller's office.

M5. BRUMMELS: | would like to think that those
| egi sl ative bodies would need to be nore clearly defined
within the Paraneters and Cuidelines, so that there would
be ease, and it would be clearly identified as to which

bodi es would be eligibility and for which time period

29



that training would be all owabl e.

MEMBER HARRI GAN:  Ckay.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Any further comment from
t he Board?

The Departnent of Finance?

MS5. GEANACOU. Yes, thank you. Susan Geanacou,
Depart ment of Fi nance.

If the Commission is inclined to include
training in the paraneters and guidelines, Finance would
request that the training be limted to a one-tine basis,
as noted by staff, as opposed to training provided on an
ongoi ng or refresher basis. Sinply that persons com ng
under this requirenent be provided -- be limted to
one-tine training, and that it be one tine and not
ongoi ng or refresher training.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

MEMBER HARRI GAN:  Can | ask for clarification?

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Yes.

MEMBER HARRI GAN:  \When you said "one tine,"
you' re not tal king about one tinme at this point; but as
new nenbers would cone on to the Conm ssion, that there
woul d be training at that point?

M5. GEANACOU: That's correct. Each person who
woul d be expected to be aware of this would receive

training on a time-appropriate basis, depending on when
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t hey canme on board, so to speak, yes.

MEMBER HARRI GAN. Thank you.

MEMBER STEI NMVEI ER: | have a coment,
M. Chair, to follow up on John's direction.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Yes, Joann?

MEMBER STEINMEI ER: As a practical matter, when
new nenbers come on to any kind of a body, it would cost
the sane anbunt to train all of themon an ongoi ng basis
as it would be to add one or two nore people each tine.
There really would be no cost difference, just doing one
training session. And so -- | don't know how to phrase
this -- but the reality is that it wouldn't be any nore
expensive to do it on an ongoing basis than it would be
as new nenbers cone on board. Because there is usually a
pretty good turn-over. So it would just happen every
tinme there are new nenbers, you get the training again;
and everybody gets the training again, but not every year
for every person.

So as a practical nmatter, there really is no
cost difference and probably woul d be nore effective.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD:  Pant?

M5. STONE: Thank you very nuch, M. Sherwood.

M. Harrigan, a |lot of boards and comr ssions
have volunteers, in which event, the only cost you have

is for the trainer; because, in large part, these
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particular training sessions are agendi zed and heard in
open session because it's one place where, obviously, in
accordance with the Brown Act, you can, in fact, have
everybody present; it's agendi zed; you provide the
training; it's open to the public the know edge.

So when you have board and comm ssi on nenbers
that are volunteers, it costs absolutely nothing because
all we're really going to be getting is the cost of the
trainer. That's the only tine you' re going to have
situations is when you have board and conm ssi on nenbers
who are on staff because of their position, in which case
you woul d have their sal ari es.

Wth regard to Ms. Brumels' request that you
have sone way of determ ning where all these boards and
commi ssions are, unfortunately, every jurisdiction has
di fferent boards and conm ssions. CCbviously, there's
sone that you're required to have by statute. But the
only thing I have seen in the course of going through the
Open Meetings Act and all the incorrect clains in Qpen
Meetings Act, is that there were no two jurisdictions
that were simlar.

And | understand, Ms. Brummels, either the city
clerk, county counsel, the executive departnent of the
school will have a listing of the boards and conm ssi ons,

but not always. And that's ny only conment in response
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to that.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Thank you, Pam

M5. STONE: Thank you, sir.

ACTING CHAIR SHERWOOD: | would like to ask
staff to comment on this. | think Ms. Brumels' comments
are to the point because we want to be as exact as
possible. In other words, we need to be nore exact as we
nove into the future.

My tendency is to vote for the staff's
recomendation, as it stands at the nonment. |If | were
going to nove towards voting for an anended case, | would
want to be sure that what we're doing, nunber one, is
| egal ; nunber two, that it's framed very, very tightly.
So | think the anendnent, Joann, would have to be really

very specific in nature.

But once again, | would |like to hear fromstaff
as to whether this notion, frankly, would be wthin our
purvi ew.

M5. SHELTON. Well, the notion is within your
purvi ew because you would be finding that training
menbers on posting and preparing an agenda woul d be
reasonably related to those two activities. You can make
that notion. | mean, it's something within your
authority to do.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERAMOOD: And within the Statenent
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of Deci sion?

M5. SHELTON: Yes, if it's limted to those two
activities, it would be limted to preparing or posting
t he agenda.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Ckay.

M5. SHELTON: As far as identifying bodies, they
already are identified in the Ps and Gs as those three
that Joann nentioned, you know, the |ocal bodies created
by state and federal statute, et cetera. So those would
be identified. And then it would have a rei nbursenent
period begi nning January 1, 1994.

One thing, if that happens, though, just realize
that the legislative bodies that were subject to the
Brown Act before, under the Open Meetings Act, would not
be receiving training.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  That, | believe, has
been made cl ear

Staff, any further comments?

MS. SHELTON: No.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: M. Burdick, | notice
you' ve wandered up to the table, which is not unusual.

MR. BURDI CK:  Thank you very nuch, Chairnman
Sherwood and Menbers of the Board.

| thought maybe | could put this into a little

better context for the state nenbers, because | don't
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think you quite really understand the magnitude of this
particular bill. This was in one of the nost significant
pi eces of |egislation before |ocal agencies in the '93-94
year, because it nade a wi de range of changes to the
Ral ph M Brown Act that was anended in 1986, your

original mandate. And as a result of that, the League of
Cities and other associations actually prepared published
bookl ets to people to explain the differences.

So if you look at it kind of |ike the
Bagl ey- Keene Act that you're under, and there was a maj or
rewite and change to that, the question would be: Wuld
you just tal k about the changes, or do you show within
t he Bagl ey-Brown Act (sic) what stayed and what didn't?

And that's exactly what happened in | ocal
government, is that when you do this, you have to kind of
go through the process and say, you know, "This didn't
change. This did change.” But this was a very
conpr ehensi ve and expansi ve change to the Brown Act.

It was not an effort just to nmake a few m nor changes.
This was the work of the Attorney CGeneral, of a nunber of
state agenci es, obviously the taxpayers' association, the
newspaper publishers and all the | ocal agencies. And
this was a very long and tedious process to try to
clarify the 1986 amendnent, which is the current nmandate.

So this was not just a small, little bill out
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there that made a few changes. This nade a nunber of
changes and clarifications. And in order to do the
training on this -- and | participated in some sessions
as a presenter on sone of these sessions -- | can tel
you, you can't just say, you know, kind of, "This is what
it is.” You have to kind of explain what was there
before, what is there now, what has changed, what hasn't
been changed.

So this is not -- the training on this, | don't
think you can differentiate it from saying "You can only
tal k about the changes”; | think you have to explain
whol e | aw process, what changed and how it relates, one
to the other. | just don't think there is any reasonable
or practical way that anybody actually did training where
they didn't discuss other parts of the statute.

It could al so be nade anal ogous to the change
when this went fromthe Conm ssion on State Mandates,
under the old Board of Control, to the Comm ssion on
State Mandates. A lot of that |anguage renai ned the sane
and sonme of it was changed.

But | think the nenbers and the people that went
t hrough there had to go through the whole process to | ook
at what was new, what was old, what was in place. You
couldn't just tal k about, you know, what nmay have changed

in that because there was a | ot of changes. But | would
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grant that if you went back and | ooked at those two
itens, that probably at least half of the | anguage is
probably verbatimfrompre-'85, and half of it has
changed. And so | think when you do that kind of
training, you do have to cover the whol e subject.

And | don't think there's any way to just say
that we're just going to train on those specific pieces
that were changed. | think you have to address the whol e
act because of the conprehensive nature of this
particul ar statute.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

Cam | | e?

M5. SHELTON: Just a conment. A rem nder that
t he whol e act has never been brought before the
Commi ssion. There isn't a Comm ssion decision on the
whol e Brown Act.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

Joann, you had a notion and a second.

MEMBER STEI NMEI ER: Ms. Stone has nore thing.
| see fingers.

M5. STONE: M. Sherwood, | have a conprom se
that | would Iike to tender and offer, to see if this
makes sense. And, | don't know, those of you who were
present at the original test claimhearing, part of your

materials, | did show you the training materials
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| believe used not only by the League of Cities but by
Fresno County that showed side-by-side conparisons of the
old law and new | aw.

It could probably be, as a conprom se, | would
like to offer 50 percent of the training that is done to
new boards and comm ssions, and | think that would take
care of an issue of having to determ ne what the pro rata
portion is. So instead of doing pro rata portion, just
do a flat 50 percent of training of the new boards and
commi ssions, that come in since 1994. | think that would
take care of the issue and would nake it easier for the
State Controller's office -- | nean, this is just an
of fer in conprom se.

MEMBER LAZAR: It's like the Legislature, huh?

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCOD: Wul d staff |ike to add
a comment to that?

M5. SHELTON. You have the authority to accept
it. You mght want to hear fromthe parties at the
table. But you would be finding that the 50 percent
woul d be reasonably related to the Comm ssion's Statenent
of Decision on reinbursable activities.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: | don't think we have
enough information to know that 50 percent nakes any
sense. And, quite frankly, we still get back to the

i ssue of one-time posting and the agenda, which,
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M. Burdick, | think would like to see it go to a much
wi der interpretation than that, which | don't see.

Joann -- do we have anyone el se that wi shes to
speak to the issue?

Shawn?

MR. SILVA: A question. Qur concern here is,
| think, nore procedural; and that is, we're starting to
tal k about |ots of different | anguage and options and
proposal s; and we have nothing on paper. This is al
verbal and off the cuff. And | believe the concern would
be that we're not really sure where we're going, and that
sonething in witing -- potentially putting this off for
anot her hearing with sonething in witing fromclaimants
of exactly what, in witing, their proposal is so that
the state agencies can review it and nake an intelligent
commrent, and that that can cone before the Comm ssion and
we woul d have sonething in witing for which you could
all have prepared for and know what we're voting on.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you, Shawn.

MEMBER SM TH. The representative addressed the
issue | was going to ask them about.

ACTING CHAIR SHERWOOD: | think that's very
true; and I'Il continue this itemfor that information.
Ri ght now, of course, we have a notion and a second

before us. And | don't know what Ms. Steinneier w shes
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to do on that. O, of course, we could always take a
notion on the staff's report as it stands on the
P's and G s.

MEMBER STEINVEIER: 1'd like to withdraw ny
notion and continue this, so we have tinme to really
consi der sone specific | anguage; and | hope Ms. Stone
will to participate in that.

MEMBER LAZAR: |'Il w thdraw nmy second.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Fi ne.

Ms. Higashi, do you have a comment ?

M5. HHGASHI: May | suggest procedurally that
sonmeone nmake a notion to either anmend Ms. Steinneier's
original notion and --

MEMBER HARRIGAN: ['ll make a notion to anmend

Ms. Steinneier's notion by asking for a deferral of this

itemuntil --

M5. HHGASHI : Until the next agenda.

MEMBER HARRI GAN: -- the next subsequent
nmeet i ng.

MEMBER STEINMVEIER: Ms. Steinneier wll second
t hat .

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: We have had a notion
We have a second.
Wul d you take roll on that?

M5. HHGASHI : M. Harrigan?
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MEMBER HARRI GAN:  Aye.

M5. HHGASHI : M. Lazar?

MEMBER LAZAR:  Aye.

M5. HGASHI : M. Smth?

MEMBER SM TH:  Aye.

M5. HIGASHI : Ms. Steinneier?

MEMBER STEI NVEI ER: Aye.

M5. HHGASHI : Ms. WIIlians?

MEMBER W LLI AMS:  Aye.

M5. HHGASHI : M. Sherwood?

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD:  Aye.

The notion passes. 1'd like to thank everyone
for com ng up today on this issue.

M5. HHGASHI: This brings us to Item 4, another
set of Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. This is on
the "Sex O fenders: Disclosure by Law Enforcenent
Oficers,"” better known as "Megan's Law." And this item
w Il be presented by Cathy Cruz.

M5. CRUZ: Good norning.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Good norni ng, Cat hy.

M5. CRUZ: On August 23, 2001, the Conm ssion
adopted its Statenent of Decision partially approving the
"Sex O fenders: Disclosure by Law Enforcenment O ficers”
test claim The Comm ssion determ ned that the test

claimlegislation, which concerns the registration of
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certain convicted sex offenders and public disclosure of
their identity by local |aw enforcenent agencies, inposed
a rei nbursabl e new program upon | ocal agencies and
comunity college district |aw enforcenent agencies by
requiring specific new activities.

Before you are the claimant's proposed
paranmeters and gui delines, as nodified by staff, for the
"Sex OFfenders: Disclosure by Law Enforcenent O ficers”
program Staff reconmends that the Conm ssion adopt the
claimant's proposed paraneters and gui delines, as
nodi fied by staff, which begins on page nine.

WIIl the parties and representatives pl ease
state their nanes for the record?

M5. STONE: Good norning. Pam Stone, on behal f
of the County of Tuol ume.

MR. BETTENHAUSEN: Gary Bettenhausen, detective,
with the Sacranmento Sheriff's Departnment, Sex O fender
Regi stration Detail.

MR. BURDI CK: And Allan Burdick, on behalf of
the California State Association of Counties.

M5. GEANACOU: Susan Ceanacou, on behalf of the
Departnent of Fi nance.

MR. AL-AM N.  John Al - Ami n, Departnent of
Fi nance.

M5. BRUMMELS: G nny Brunmels, State
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Controller's office.

MR. SILVA: Shawn Silva, State Controller's
of fice.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

Claimants, do you wish to nmake a presentation?

M5. STONE: Yes. Good norning, Menbers of the
Conmmi ssi on.

| would like to relay to you Lieutenant Steely's
di sappoi ntnent at not being able to attend. He is the
gentl eman fromthe County of Tuolume. Unfortunately,
they have a very small sheriff's departnent, and they
have recently di scovered a nunber of bodies in
New Mel | ones, which has necessitated his attention and
his inability to attend.

W would like to -- on behalf of the County of
Tuol ume, 1've been authorized to indicate to you that we
do concur with staff's Paraneters and Guidelines, as
nodi fied, and request their adoption.

| have with nme Detective Bettenhausen fromthe
Sacranento Sheriff's Departnent. In the event you have
any questions pertaining to the program

Thank you.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you, Ms. Stone.

Thank you for com ng today, too.

MR. BETTENHAUSEN: Thank you.
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ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: M. Burdi ck?

MR. BURDI CK: Al lan Burdick, again, on behalf of
the California State Association of Counties, and |I'm
just here in support of staff's recommendation and to
answer any questions that there nmay be.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

The Departnent of Finance?

MR, AL-AM N John Al -Am n, Departnent of
Fi nance.

W also are in concurrence with the staff's
anal ysis of the parameters and gui delines, as proposed.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you, John.

The State Controller's Ofice?

MR, SILVA: Actually, it's not as bad as it may
seem

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  You' ve got us worried,
Shawn.

MR SILVA: W are also in concurrence.

Thi s docunent raises an issue that you m ght
remenber fromthe |ast neeting, in which we wll
incorporate in all of our future comments, and which w |l
t hen hopefully have incorporated the | anguage and we
won't have to go through this. And this is, for this
one, on page 16, "supporting data," we discussed this

i ssue before, the fact that the |language in "A " "source
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docunents,” could potentially be confusing to a clai mant.

And from our perspective, the prinmary purpose of
that section is to note that all the incurred costs
shoul d be traceable to source docunents. And the
subsequent listing in the second sentence is of docunents
in general, not specifically source docunents. So we
want to clarify that a source docunent is a docunent that
is created contenporaneously with the event in question.

Docunents may include subsequently-created sumari es,

and just to clarify so that the claimants don't get
confused and end up potentially disposing of source
docunents when they really need to retain those and
submit those with the claim

And as | indicated, we will have proposals for
speci fic | anguage, subsequently, so that we don't have to
go through this routine again.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you, Shawn.
| appreciate that. | was hoping in the future we could
do that. And I would inmagine staff and clai mants and
yoursel f coul d get together and conme up with specific
instructions. And | think it would be appreciated by al
of wus.

Board Menmbers, do you have any questions?

If not, do we have a notion on the staff's

recommendati on?
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MEMBER STEI NMVEIER: | nove the staff
recomrendat i on.

MEMBER W LLI AVMS:  Second.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD: W have a second.

Al those in favor of the staff recomendati on,
woul d you please -- | think we should take roll on this.

M5. HGASH : M. Lazar?

MR LAZAR Yes.

M5. HHGASHI: M. Smth.

MEMBER SM TH: M. Chairnman and Menbers, | woul d
recuse nyself fromthis issue, since |I've been involved
on this, on the other side, in our departnent.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you, M. Smth.

M5. HIGASHI : Ms. Steinneier?

MEMBER STEI NVEI ER: Aye.

M5. HHGASHI : Ms. WIIlians?

MEMBER W LLI AMS:  Aye.

M5. HHGASHI : M. Harrigan?

MEMBER HARRI GAN:  Aye.

M5. HHGASHI : M. Sherwood?

MEMBER SHERWOOD:  Aye.

M5. HIGASHI : The notion is carried.

M5. STONE: Thank you very mnuch

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you for com ng

t oday.
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M5. HHGASHI: As you know, Item 5 has been
post poned. That was the proposed adoption of the
Par anet ers and Gui del i nes for Handi capped and Di sabl ed
St udent s.

And this brings us to Item6, which is the
Executive Director's Report.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  On Nunber 5, that's the
post ponenment on the handi capped children issue; that was
asked for by clai mants.

MS. H GASHI : That request was made by
claimants. It's ny understanding, just fromthe neetings
that they've been having this week, that we m ght get
anot her request for postponenent on that, to nove it from
the -- to allowthemnore tinme to prepare their conmments
on that agenda item and if we ensure that state agencies
al so have an opportunity to respond, it nmay push it as
far as the June agenda. But so far, | have not received
that communication. But | believe | will be receiving
one fromthe County of Los Angel es.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Wl |, we always want to
have as much informati on as possible, so that we can cone
to the correct decision. | think we also realize that we
have, what, over 60 cases already on the docket; and
| woul d hope that we could nove forward quickly in the

future. And as we postpone and put matters off, it may
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cause a | ogjam

Thank you.

M5. HGASHI: And I'd just like to note for the
record that the | ast couple of nonths we have had sone
staffing assignnments related to litigation workl oad,
whi ch has contributed to that | ogjam

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD:  Yes.

MS. HIGASH : And just when that happens, we
just have to stop when the due dates conme in. And we
wi Il be having sonme comng up in the near future.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Thank you very nuch

M5. HHGASHI : W' re also working on putting
together a master cal endar of the cases that we
anticipate being able to schedule and hear for the rest
of the year, and going out as far in the future as a year
fromJune, just to have a better workload planned. And
we're also in the process of interview ng potential |aw
clerks to cone on board for the sumer nonths, and that
will also help us considerably in the office.

l"d like to report that during the |ast nonth,
we have had neetings -- one neeting was held with the
Leg. Analyst's staff, the Departnent of Finance staff and
SCO staff on the whol e issue of how the deficiencies are
reported to the Departnment of Finance and what happens

with the deficiency letter and how an anount is finally
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appropriated, either through the Local Governnent C ains
Bill or through the Education Trailer Bill on those
deficiencies. And that neeting was held so that new
staff at the Leg. Analyst's office could be brought on
board, in ternms of all of the players in the process and
the steps that are typically taken.

W al so had neetings throughout the |ast nonth
with the Bureau of State Audits staff, in their
preparation of finalizing the report, which is expected
to be issued. | think by now, it should be issued.

Last week, we held what is our second annual
training of legislative staff, and it was primarily the
Leg. Analyst's office coordinated the training and fiscal
committee staff cane to the neeting. And we also had --
we had representation fromboth houses. It was a packed
room and it was a pretty good session.

And | have a note that was brought to ne,
previously. 1'd like to Shirley to speak to the issue.
We had schedul ed a workshop for today.

M5. OPIE: Yes, we had schedul ed a rul emaking
wor kshop for this afternoon; and it was brought to ny
attention that sone of the clainmant representatives were
not aware of it. The notice was included with the
agenda. And it's just sonething that happens. So it

sounds like there are a nunber of groups that did not
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know about it and, of course, would like to participate.
So we would like to reschedul e that.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

M5. HGASHI : And then lastly, I'd like to tel
you that we finally received our hearing dates for the
budget; and our budget will be heard on April 23rd in the
Assenbly, and on May 1st in the Senate.

It's also ny understanding that as part of those
hearings in sub 4, the budget commttees, that there may
be consideration also given to sone of the proposal s made
by the Leg. Analyst's office that have not been
di scussed. Sone of them | believe have al ready been
di scussed, and others still have yet to be heard.

So those discussions will cone up.

But in ternms of the Leg. Analyst's report at
i ssue, there was no nention of the Comm ssion in terns of
its own budget. So we'll be finding out, as we get
closer to those dates if there are any new i ssues that
the commttee staff wishes to have us address at those
budget neeti ngs.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Very good.

M5. HHGASH : And so that would be right around
the tine of the April hearing, as well.

The other is that, recently, the Legislative

Anal yst's office contacted us and asked for copies of all
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of the Paraneters and Gui delines and Statenents of
Deci si ons and statew de cost estimates for all of the
mandat es that are being proposed for this year's clains
bill. So --

MEMBER STEINMEIER:  That's a | ot of paper.

M5. HHGASHI : \What they will be doing is taking
a look at all of those prograns and those mandates, in
light of the fact that the Legislature has the authority
to potentially nodify the Ps and G s and the cl ai ns.
And so they've started that process.

As | have reported to you, the Clainms Bill has
not yet officially been introduced. The |anguage is over
at the Assenbly Budget Conmittee. And thus far, for al
of the trailer bills for the budget, they're all spot
bills. So typically a spot will be amended and the
clainms bill would go in once the commttee wanted to do
and we' Il keep you posted.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

M5. HGASHI: |1'd like to just go over the
potential changes to the future agendas.

The proposed rul enaki ng order that was noted for
the April agenda will have to cone off, now that we
aren't having a workshop.

The test claim Pupil Pronotion and Retention,

is set for April.
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The incorrect reduction claimon the |Investnent
Reports wll also be set for April.

For the May agenda, we are hoping to have the
G and Jury Proceedings test claimand Standards-Based
Accountability; and Itens 3 and 4 here are iffy itens.
| think Iltem4 we wll have to nove forward to June
because of the litigation cal endar.

And then the Item D. 1, Conprehensive School
Saf ety Progranms, reconsideration, and Energency
Procedures, Paraneters and Guidelines Arendnents, wll be
noved to the June agenda because of the litigation
schedul e.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: So you're still 1ooking
at the possibility of three test clains in Muy.

M5. HGASHI : | hope. 1'Il find out.

MEMBER STEI NVEI ER: And the Brown Act Reform
PPs and Gs --

M5. HGASHI : And we'll also have to add the
Brown Act Reform P s and G s, and then the Handi capped
and Di sabled Students will probably show up on June.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: That will be a
significant workl oad.

MEMBER STEI NMVEIER: It sounds |ike a two-binder
agenda.

M5. HGASHI: So we try to keep as close to what
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we' ve projected; but sonetines things happen that we just
really have no control over. And | think as we get
closer to the budget cycle, it's not just clainmants,
sonetinmes it's state agencies. And then pretty soon,
we'll be getting into the vacation scheduling. So we're
trying to be as flexible as we can. But the requests
conme in fromall parties.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Any conments fromthe
Board Members?

M5. HGASHI: And with that, if you have no
further questions, ny report is conpleted.

ACTI NG CHAIR SHERWOOD: It sounds |ike we have
no further questions.

| believe at this tine then we're going to
adjourn to cl osed executive session.

And | would imagine that we would return --
| believe we're |ooking at 45 m nutes.

M5. HGASHI : Thirty mnutes. It wll be
shorter. Maybe 15 m nutes.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: Ckay. We're talking
possibly 15 to 30 minutes. So we are going to go into
executive session; and if you wish to renmain outside, we
will contact you, and you can conme back in for the
closing of the regular session.

Adj ournment to cl osed session, the Comm ssion
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will now neet in closed executive session pursuant to
Gover nnment Code section 11126(e), to confer with and
recei ve advice fromlegal counsel for consideration and
action, as necessary and appropriate, upon the pending
litigation |isted on the public's notice and agenda; and
to confer wwth and receive advice fromlegal counsel
regardi ng potential litigation and Government Code
section 11126(a) and 17526, the Conmm ssion wll al so
confer on personnel matters listed on the public notice
and agenda.

W will reconvene in open session at this
| ocation in approxi mately --

M5. HHGASHI: Let's nake it |onger.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: -- at approxi mately
el even o' cl ock.

(The Conmi ssion on State Mandates net in cl osed
executive session from10:29 a.m to 11:07 a.m)

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD: W are reconveni ng the
general session fromclosed session. The Conmm ssion net
in closed executive session pursuant to Governnent Code
Section 11126(e) to confer with and receive advice from
| egal counsel for consideration and action, as necessary
and appropriate, upon the pending litigation |isted on
the public's notice and agenda, and potential litigation,

and Governnent Code Section 11126(a) and 17526, to confer
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on personnel matters |isted on the published notice and
agenda.

Al'l required reports fromthe cl osed session
havi ng been made and wth no further business to discuss,
Il will entertain a notion at this tinme to adjourn.

MEMBER HARRI GAN:  Move.

MEMBER STEI NVEI ER: Second.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOCD: We have a notion and we
have a second.

The neeting i s adjourned.

MEMBER STEI NMEI ER: Thank you, Bill.

MEMBER LAZAR:  Thank you.

ACTI NG CHAI R SHERWOOD:  Thank you.

(The proceedi ngs concluded at 11:08 a.m)

--000- -
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| hereby certify that the foregoi ng proceedi ngs
were reported by ne at the tinme and place therein named;
that the proceedings were reported by ne, a duly
certified shorthand reporter and a disinterested person,
and was thereafter transcribed into typewiting by
conput er.

| further certify that I amnot of counsel or
attorney for any of the parties to said proceedi ngs, nor
in any way interested in the outcone of the cause naned
in said matter.

In witness whereof, | have hereunto set ny hand

this 9th day of April 2002.
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